We are living in interesting times. At the time of writing this Editorial, many of us across the globe are faced with unprecedented changes and disruptions as the virus that has come to be known as COVID-19 stealthily makes inroads into people's lives and communities, sometimes with devastating effect. A large number of us working in academia are faced with the closures of tertiary institutions and having to work with our students at a distance. Travel bans and self-isolation further impact on people's lives, and it seems that 'social distancing' has become the new normal. At this time, our thoughts are with all those who, in one way or another, are impacted by the unfolding events, and we are grateful for all the efforts people are putting in all over the world to help manage this unique situation. We also extend our thanks to our authors and reviewers. Although this volume of *Assessing Writing* is smaller than usual, the continued work of authors and reviewers (and those behind the scenes in production) is what makes on-going publication of our journal possible.

This volume once more showcases the different contexts across the world in which our authors are working. One particular theme that finds expression in this volume is written corrective feedback (WCF) and, in particular, feedback that is automated in some way -- so-called automated writing evaluation (AWE) and automated written corrective feedback (AWCF). As the authors of one paper in this volume point out, there is so far scant evidence that AWE systems improve the quality of students' writing. These authors note the reviews by [@bib0005], and [@bib0010]. One particular difficulty with AWE systems is that they can tend to focus on more quantitative aspects of the writing product -- producing holistic scores, providing word counts, or picking up mechanical errors. The more subtle dimensions of 'good' writing, including such dimensions as content or argumentation, are more challenging when it comes to AWCF. It is good to see several papers in this volume that consider a number of implications of AWE and AWCF for writers.

**Shulin Yu, Lianjiang Jiang and Nan Zhou** consider the issue of feedback in L2 writing quite broadly (that is, theirs is a focus on WCF rather than AWCF). They argue that prior feedback research has investigated, for example, the effects of a feedback type or feedback strategy on students' ability to enhance the accuracy or quality of their writing. The authors also argue, however, that we know little as yet about the impact of different writing feedback practices on affective factors such as students' motivation to write. Drawing on data from 1190 students from 35 Chinese universities, their study utilised a comprehensive L2 writing feedback scale to investigate the influence of various L2 writing feedback strategies, such as scoring feedback, process-oriented feedback, expressive feedback (praise, criticism and suggestions), peer- and self-feedback, and WCF, on students' writing motivation and engagement in Chinese English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. It was found that expressive feedback was the most frequently used, whereas WCF was used the least. Process-oriented feedback and WCF tended to have a discouraging effect on students' motivation and engagement when writing. However, scoring, peer and self-feedback, and, in particular, expressive feedback seemed to encourage motivation and engagement. The authors draw several pedagogical implications from the findings.

In a paper that looks at AWE, **Wang et al.** investigated how students implemented the feedback messages they received from the AWE system *eRevise*. The authors explain that the purpose of *eRevise* is to improve students' use of text evidence in their writing. The authors argue, however, that both the research into and the development of AWE systems are still emerging, particularly with regard to determining how the content of students' essays might develop across drafts as they respond to the automated feedback messages they receive. This, they maintain, is particularly so for younger writers. In the study presented by Wang et al. seven 5th and 6th-grade teachers in the US, working with 143 students, implemented *eRevise.* Qualitative analysis of students' essays across first and second drafts indicated that most of the students made changes to their writing in line with the feedback they received. However, few of these changes led to any real improvement in essay quality. Furthermore, twenty per cent of students did not make any efforts to act on the feedback, although they did make small alterations to wording or mechanics. The authors draw conclusions about how argument writing may be taught and how AWE systems might be designed to support students in revising their work more successfully.

**Xing Wei** presents a very interesting article that is not focused on feedback, but, rather, investigates the issue of first language to second language (L1-to-L2) rhetorical transfer when Chinese as L1 speakers write in English as L2. Arguing that recent studies have begun to consider the role of L2 writers' agency in this transfer, the study was framed as a preliminary attempt to investigate metacognitive awareness - a component of L2 writers' agency with regard to L1-to-L2 rhetorical transfer. Thirty-six Chinese EFL writers with different proficiency levels in English writing took part. They were asked to complete an English argumentative writing task. This was followed by a retrospective verbal report, evaluations of performance by L1 English raters, and text- and video-based stimulated recalls. Findings indicated that the lower-proficiency L2 writers demonstrated incomplete or no metacognitive awareness about L1-to-L2 rhetorical transfer. They were unable to control the transfer, although in some cases they demonstrated the ability to monitor it. By contrast, most of the higher-proficiency L2 writers were able to monitor and control L1-to-L2 rhetorical transfer metacognitively. They also demonstrated rhetorical awareness that enabled them to make the transfer compatible with the L2 writing context and to prevent any negative transfer effects.

The paper by **Svetlana Koltovskaia** turns our attention back to the important issue of AWE. The author starts from the premise that AWE systems are increasingly being used for assessment purposes in L2 writing classrooms due to their ability to provide computer-generated quantitative and qualitative feedback and multiple practice and revision opportunities. Additionally, students can benefit from almost instant feedback and teachers have more time to devote to other aspects of writing such as lower-order mechanical matters and higher-order organisational concerns. Nevertheless, Koltovskaia notes that there is scant research into student engagement with AWCF. The study she presents explored two English as a Second Language (ESL) college students' engagement with the AWCF provided by *Grammarly* when revising a final draft of their writing. Analysis of QuickTime-based screencasts of students' *Grammarly* usage was complemented by stimulated recall of the screencasts and semi-structured interviews. The two students demonstrated different levels of engagement with AWCF. Koltovskaia concludes, however, that *Grammarly* or similar automated programmes may be useful resources for L2 writing assessment which could be incorporated into the writing curriculum as a supplementary tool to help writers address lower-order concerns. Furthermore, students' reflections on their use of AWCF could become a writing assignment itself and might help not only students to utilise the feedback more effectively but also teachers to pinpoint what students already know and what they do not yet know.

In closing, we reiterate what we said at the end of the Editorial for Volume 43. We thank our Editorial Board members and our many reviewers for their on-going support. We thank also our publisher, Rachel Conway, for her continued support of the journal, and the team of editorial assistants who manage the journal's internal processes. Particularly at this challenging time in our world's history, collectively each of you makes possible the continuing publication of high-quality research on the assessment of writing.
